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COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED STABILISATION OF THE GENERIC 
NAME GARI SCHUMACHER, 1817. Z.N.(S.) 1461 

(See volume 18, pages 90-96) 

By Henning Lemche ( XJniversitetets Zoologiske Museum, Copenhagen , Denmark) and 
Robert H. Parker ( Scripps Institution of Oceanography XJniversity of California , 

San Diego) 

Inspired by the many comments on the PsammobiajGari problem, we have 
thought that a revision of the case would be worth while, as based on the original 
material present in the Zoologiske Museum of the University of Copenhagen. We 
have undertaken some additional studies inspired by a recent letter to us from 
Dr. Cox, and we hope to be able to present evidence strong enough to settle the 
case in a manner that is acceptable to all parties involved. Our discussion is divided 
into separate parts ; one concerning the use of the name Psammobia , another 
on the spelling of the name of the type-species of Psammobia , and a third treating 
the question of the type-species of Gari. 

(A) Psammobia : Children’s (1823) action definitely established Psammobia , 
as stated by Cox, with the type Psammobia feroensis Lamarck, 1818, a common 
species along the coasts of Northern Europe. The genus Gari , as established by 
Schumacher, is based on several East Indian species, as also assumed by Cox. 
On these parts of the premises, we are in complete agreement with Dr. Cox, but 
not with his statement that every taxonomist will regard these two nominal genera 
as synonymous. The Psammobiaf Gari group of species has long since been divided 
into subgenera, the Eastern Pacific species all having been placed in the subgenus 
Gobraeus Leach (in Gray, 1852), whereas the typical subgenus Gari has been 
considered valid for the Western Pacific (East Indian) species. We have carefully 
compared these latter with the Northern Atlantic ones and found them to be 
markedly distinct (as has Rehder in Bull. zool. Nomencl. 18 : 298). There is no 
doubt, that according to present-day taxonomic practice, there is at least a sub¬ 
generic difference between the species in the two regions. The “ oblique ” striation 
of the hind part of the shell surface is typical of Gari , and completely absent in 
Psammobia , a character supplementing the differences pointed out by Rehder (Z.c.). 

We therefore propose that Psammobia should be placed on the Official List 
side by side with Gari . This has the consequence that there is no need whatsoever 
of changing the family-name. 

(B) fervensisjfaeroeensis : As to the question of the spelling of the specific name 
fervensis/faeroeensis , there is no doubt that Dodge is correct when stating that the 
latter form is the correct one, if the species is named from its occurrence at the 
Faeroese Islands, as strongly indicated by Gmelin’s reference to Chemnitz, who 
calls this species “ Die Ferroische Telline, Tellina Ferroensis *’. 

It is possible, therefore, to defend either of the two spellings, faeroeensis or 
fervensis, according to whether the geographic origin of the name can be accepted 
or not. Any other spelling is definitely erroneous. Upon consideration, we are 
inclined to advocate the spelling faeroeensis , because (1) there can be very little 
doubt of the origin of the name ; (2) In the countries around the Northern Atlantic, 
it is only the English speaking people for which this spelling appears cumbersome ; 
and (3) it contains a meaning in the sense that it refers to a characteristic locality 
within its occurrence. 

Also, by proposing the opposite solution of Dr. Cox’s on this point, we intend 
to place before the Commission the possibility of a real choice between the two 
names. 

(C) Gari : The discussion centres around the question of what constitutes the 
type of the genus or, more precisely, what species did Linnaeus cover with his 
name Tellina gari . There cannot be any doubt that Dr. Cox is right in stating 
that the species Gari vulgaris Schumacher—type of the genus Gari Schumacher, 
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1817—is to be interpreted as being the one called Tellina gari by Linnaeus. 

In his application, Dr. Cox {Bull. zool. Nomencl. 18 : 91) correctly considers the 
specimens figured by Chemnitz (1782, Conch . Cab. 6 l pi. 10, figs. 92, 93) a9 belonging 
to two different species. We have carefully examined the original lots for these 
two figures as well as two other lots from the same region, and contained in the 
collections of Spengler (now in the Z.M.Cph.). 

Spengler (1798, Naturh. Selsk. Skr. 4 : 70-71) divides his material of Tellina 
gari Linnaeus into four varieties, of which the “ variety a ” is considered the typical 
one, the other three being mentioned as “ artsforandring ” b-d. The aforementioned 
word is very illustrative because, though never used in modem Danish, it implies 
that something has changed (“ art ” = species, “ forandring ” = change). No 
doubt, Spengler, acting as a first reviser, split up the composite species Tellina 
gari Linnaeus, restricting the name to cover the species shown by Chemnitz in his 
fig. 93 {Conch. Cab. 6 : pi. 10), as directly stated by Spengler (: 70). The question 
thus arises whether Spengler’s material was part of the original Linnaean one, 
which is a possibility though a rather remote one (cf. Cox Bull. zool. Nomencl. 
18 : 94), as Spengler was bom in 1720. 

In his last letter to us. Dr. Cox uses the word “ lectotype ” instead of “ neotype ” 
for his selected and figured specimen in the Bull. zool. Nomencl. If this is no 
mere lapse, it may refer to some idea that Spengler’s material as used by Chemnitz 
was really part of the original one of Linnaeus. If so, however, we should like to 
point out that Spengler himself, in his above mentioned restriction of the Linnaean 
name, has produced what we consider—under the circumstances—a water-tight 
lectotype selection of the specimen behind Chemnitz’s fig. 93. 

Schumacher (1817 : 131) did not specify in the text whether he considered the 
fig. 92 or 93 as more typical than the other, but a study of the figure given by him 
solves the problem. A close study has revealed that the specimens representing 
Chemnitz’s figure 92—there are several shells—are all too small though rather 
similar in outline to Schumacher’s figure. The specimen behind fig. 93, however, 
fits exactly in size, circumference, hinge structure, muscle scar shape, and length 
of the longitudinal groove anterior to the hinge. We feel little doubt that this is 
actually the original used by Schumacher for his drawing. In no way can the 
figure be made to fit Psammobia fervensis which has much sharper bends above and 
beneath the siphonal opening. 

We, therefore, have three sources of information as to the intention of Linnaeus 
for his Tellina gari. (1) The figure from Rumphius showing one of the real types, 
and which conforms completely to the specimen of fig. 93. (2) The figure given by 

Schumacher, in all probability was based on the same specimen as that of fig. 93. 
(3) The evidence produced by Spengler (1798) in which paper he restricted the 
Linnaean species to cover typically only the species illustrated in fig. 93. 

The only possible part of the type material present today is that which is still 
in Spengler’s collection, now in the Zoological Museum of Copenhagen. If this 
material is accepted as syntypes, Spengler in 1798 has selected as the lectotype the 
specimen behind the figure 93 (not 92) of Chemnitz. If the Spengler material is 
not so accepted, we protest against the designation of a neotype (fig. 92) not in 
conformity with the evidence presented from the three only sources now available, 
all of which point towards fig. 93 as the one covering the ideas of Linnaeus for his 
Tellina gari. The specimen behind fig. 93, we maintain, should be established as 
the neotype. . . , 

Likewise, we find it unnecessary to establish a neotype founded on much 
younger material, as Dr. Cox proposes. His material is also from such a more 
western locality that it actually belongs to a different zoogeographical region 
(Ceylon). Our specimens of much older and more conclusive material belong to 
the correct zoogeographical region (the Indonesian one) even though it is from the 
most westerly point of that region (the Nicobar Islands), and not from the locality 
stated by Linnaeus (Amboina). 

Hence, we propose the following changes in the formal proposals of Dr. Cox 




